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Abstract
This study aims at discovering the effect of You Tube video project to improve 
students’ achievement in speaking skill including pronunciation, grammatical accuracy, vocabulary, fluency, and interactive communication. It used an 
experimental design involving 83 Nursing students in Bantul: 44 students of 
Control group and 39 students of Experimental Group using simple random 
sampling technique. This study used statistical t-test to discover the effect 
of using You Tube video project in improving the students’ speaking skill, 
particularly in English for Nursing based on the score of pretest and posttest 
of both groups. The t test results labeled equal variances in which t-value was 
3.077, the degree of freedom (df=81), and t-table was at 1.989. The difference was significant because t-test result was higher than t table. The results indicated 
that the achievement in the students’ speaking skill through You Tube video 
project was improved.
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Introduction
Speaking is one of four language skills in which for many students learning to speak English fluently is a priority. Since they use their speaking skill related to human relationship, to influence others, or some others which are 
parts of making good communication. To improve speaking skill, the teachers firstly are required to recognize the types of speaking performance. Improving 
students’ speaking skill is needed to support the students’ performance in each 
type of speaking. Some activities are in line with the improvement of students’ 
speaking skill including conversation, role playing (drama), casual chat, 
discussion, presentation, storytelling, and also making joke. All of the activities 
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provide benefits for speaking skill including pronunciation and general language 
use (Thornburry, 2005; Harmer, 2011).
In learning speaking, the students need to have more practice. Since 
it is very limited time learning language in class, they must have more time 
practicing English outside the class. However, the students sometimes need 
more motivation to practice their speaking skill out of the learning atmospheres 
in the classroom. Therefore, the teacher should provide learning activities which 
can facilitate the students in improving their speaking skill without getting 
limited of place or time. One of the solutions is by the use of technology such 
as video. Because video project has been employed for teaching and learning language since the early 1980s, it has been developed specifically for the vast 
quantity for the use in the foreign language course or classroom. The advances 
in the digital technology then create more exciting opportunities for using video 
for language teaching and learning. One of the developments of video project is 
by uploading the video in You Tube channel.
The teachers are able to use You Tube to facilitate the students to 
produce active English and provide them opportunities to develop their ideas 
through teamwork project that can be freely accessed, viewed, and criticized by everyone. Since You Tube is one of some popular and influencing sources of 
social media, it can be seen that video project uploaded in You Tube can be an 
effective way to improve the students’ speaking ability.By using You Tube video 
project, it is hoped that the students are able to explore their own creativity 
and distribute their duties to make video in several weeks as well as improving 
their speaking skill in learning foreign language (Gardner, 1994). Therefore, 
this study is purposed to answer the research question of “Is You Tube video 
project effective to improve students’ speaking skill in English for Nursing?”
Literature Review
Speaking
Speaking is one of four language skills in which for many students learning to speak fluently in English is a priority. It is because they use speaking skill to keep up rapport in relationship, influence people, and win or lose 
negotiations as parts of communication (Hedge, 2000, p.261).There are some 
methods that can be used to develop students’ speaking ability. Planning, 
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rehearsal, repetition are some of the methods which play important role in 
related to enhancing speaking skill (Harmer, 2011).
Related to give the clear description about how to improve the 
students’ speaking skill, it is also important to discuss the type of skills in 
speaking. According to Brown (2004), there are some differences of micro skills 
and macro skills of speaking. The micro skills are skills related to production 
of the smaller chunks of language units such as phonemes, morphemes, words, 
collocations, and phrasal units. On the other hand, the macro skills are skills 
related to the mastery on the larger elements of language units, for examples, fluency, discourse, function, style, cohesion, nonverbal communication, and 
strategic options.
Assessing Speaking
Thornburry (2005, p127-129) claims that there are two main ways to 
assess speaking. They are holistic scoring and analytic scoring. Holistic scoring 
uses a single score as the basis of an overall impression, while analytic scoring 
uses a separate score for different aspect of the task. Each of those has its own 
advantages where holistic way is quick and suitable for informally assessing 
progress. Meanwhile, analytic scoring takes longer since it requires the teacher 
to take a variety of factors into account and is probably fairer and more reliable. 
This study employs analytic system based on Pandiya (2013) which is divided into six components to be assessed such as fluency, grammatical 
accuracy, pronunciation of sentences, pronunciation of words and sounds, 
interactive communication, and vocabulary resources. Table 1 below is 
description of each language component of speaking assessment.
Table 1. Language Components of Speaking Assessment and Their Descriptions
No Language 
Components
Description
1. Pronunciation Pronunciation of individual sounds and words, 
sentences, the correct stress and intonation
2. Grammatical Accuracy Accurate use of structure, or how the learner 
gets his/her utterance correct.
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3. Vocabulary The learner’s ability in choosing appropriate 
words and how to solve the problems when he/she cannot find suitable words by using other 
words related to the word meant.
4. Fluency The ability to keep the conversation going, 
reading a text smoothly without hesitation, or 
inappropriate pause, or repeating words/lines.
5. Interactive 
Communication
The ability to get the meaning across the listener
  
When table 1 presents the language components and their descriptions, 
table 2 shows the scale criteria of speaking assessment.
Table 2. The Scale Criteria of Speaking Assessment
Scale Proficiency Category Description of Criteria
0 10 – 39% Very Poor There is wrong pronunciation in many 
words.
There is no mastery of sentence 
construction.
There is a little knowledge of English 
words.
It is dominated by hesitation.
The message is unclear.
1 40 – 50% Poor There is frequent incorrect 
pronunciation.
There are major problems in structure, 
frequent errors of word choice, frequent 
hesitation, and disconnected ideas.
JELLT Vol.2 No.2 - 2018| 9
2 60 – 70% Average There are occasional errors in 
pronunciation, several errors in 
structure,  occasional errors in word 
choice,  and occasional hesitation
The ideas stands but are loosely 
organized.
3 75 – 80% Good There are some errors in pronunciation, 
minor problems in structure, minor 
errors in word choice, minor hesitation, 
clear and organized ideas
4 85 – 100% Very Good There is no error/minor errors.
The speaker demonstrates mastery 
of structure (few errors), Effective/
appropriate word choice
There is no hesitation.
The speaker has well organized and 
clear ideas.
You Tube Video Project
In English learning,  project-based learning or also called as project-
based instruction presents learners with problems that must be solved or 
products that must be developed by them in which it is purposed to reach comprehensible output while occurs both during the project and as the final 
product of the project (Foss, 2006; Beckett, 2002). A kind of activity in project 
based learning is by creating multimedia presentation including You Tube video 
project. 
You Tube video project as a part of project-based learning is a 
model of learning that organizes learning activity that shifts away from the 
usual classroom practices of short, isolated, teacher-centered lessons around 
projects (Mae, 2006). In project-based learning, learning activities are formed 
with long-term, interdisciplinary, student-centered, and integrated with real-world issues and practices. There are some benefits of project-based learning 
according to Arlington Education and Employment Program(1997) including 
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developing language skills, engaging learners’ in activities which develop the 
use of learning strategies such as goal setting, planning and self-evaluation, and affective behaviors such as confidence, and risk-taking.
In the discussion of You Tube video project implementation, the 
students not only need the skill required in executing the project (for example 
skill related to technology) but also the basic language skills as required in 
the school curriculum or in the learning goals. The integration of content and 
learning skills is an essential component of project-based learning and should be identified in the project outcomes. Students need to learn, practice, apply, 
and extend those skills as part of the project design. Skill development must 
follow a coherent continuum of instruction and practice to enable all students 
to become independent learners (NYC Department of Education, 2009).
Method
The method used in this study was experimental design involving two 
randomized groups (experimental group and control group), speaking pretest 
and posttest scoring, and treatment that was different for both groups. To 
describe the experimental method, not only the mean and standard deviation 
from the tests but also a statistical program independent t-test of SPSS applied 
to see the changes of the tests results given to Experimental group and Control 
group. 
This research was conducted during a certain period of time 
(approximately one semester) to see how the students practice their speaking 
during the learning process from the beginning until the end of semester in 
nursing major in Bantul. As many as 83 nursing students were involved as 
participants in this study; 39 students as Experimental Group were asked to 
make You Tube video project as the treatment, and 44 students as Control 
Group were taught by using traditional teaching method.In the process of 
experiment, the experimental group was divided into ten groups including four to five members in each. They were asked to submit four videos by uploading 
the videos on their You Tube channel. The groups then were asked to share the 
link of the video to other groups in the class then to watch the other groups’ 
videos and put comments on the videos.
Findings and Discussion
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Before the process of experiment, pretest was conducted to identify 
experimental group (EG) and control group (CG). After getting treatment (You 
Tube Video Project), posttest was given for both groups.
1. Experimental Group
a. Pretest and Posttest of Experimental Group
N Mean Std. 
Deviation
Minimum 
Score
Maximum 
Score
PreEx 39 10.3590 3.96357 2.00 17.00
PostEx 39 15.0769 3.19032 8.00 20.00
Based on the table above, it is showed that mean of pretest in EG is 
10.35 and it is increased to be 15.07 in posttest. The minimum score is also 
increased from 2.00 in pretest to 8.00 in posttest. For the maximum score, it is 
also increased from 17.00 in pretest to 20.00 in posttest.
b. Frequencies of Scale Criteria of Speaking
Criteria Numbers of Students
Pron GA Voc Flue IC
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Very 
Poor
Poor
Average
Good
Very 
Good
0
8
14
15
2
0
0
9
24
6
1
12
15
11
0
0
0
10
17
12
3
5
17
13
1
0
1
5
18
15
1
11
16
11
0
0
0
15
19
5
0
11
14
13
1
0
1
10
10
18
Total 
numbers 
of 
students
39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
The total numbers of students of EG are 39 students. Number 0 shows 
that there is no student getting those categories. From the table above, it can 
be seen that there was improvement in EG in the criteria of “very poor”. There 
was no student who got this kind of criteria in posttest. Except pronunciation, 
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EG had increased the numbers of students in the criteria of “very good” from 
2 students to 6 students in Pronunciation Categori (Pron), from 0 student to 
12 students in Grammatical Accuracy (GA), from 1 students to 15 students in 
Vocabulary (Voc), from 0 student to 5 students in Fluency (Flue), and from 1 
student to 18 students in Interactive Communication (IC).
c. Paired Sample t-test (t test Statistics of Experimental Group Pretest and 
Posttest)
Paired sample test
T df
Sig. 
(2-tailed)Mean
Std. 
Devia-
tion
Std. 
Error 
Mean
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference
Lower Upper
Pair 
Experiment 
Pre Test
Experiment 
Post Test
-4.718 2.645 .424 -5.575 -3.860 -11.138 38 .000
 H0 is rejected if the –t value < t table or t value > t table. Because t value 
is 11.138 > t table which is 2,024, H0 is rejected. It means that meaning that 
there is any difference between pretest result and posttest result of EG.
2. Control Group
a. Pretest and Posttest of Control Group
N Mean Std. 
Deviation
Minimum 
Score
Maximum 
Score
PreCo 45 10.8667 3.83524 2.00 18.00
PostCo 44 12.9773 3.02308 8.00 18.00
Based on the table above, it is showed that mean of pretest in CG is 10.86 and it 
is increased to be 12.97 in posttest. The minimum score is also increased from 
2.00 in pretest to 8.00 in posttest. However, for the maximum score, there is no 
increase that is 18.00 both in pretest and in posttest.
b. Frequencies of Scale Criteria of Speaking
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Criteria Numbers of Students
Pron GA Voc Flue IC
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Very Poor
Poor
Average
Good
Very Good
0
7
17
20
1
0
0
11
25
8
3
9
16
15
2
0
4
19
17
4
0
6
16
22
1
0
4
16
23
1
1
10
23
10
1
0
4
16
24
0
2
10
20
10
3
0
1
21
18
4
Total 
numbers of 
students
45 44 45 44 45 44 45 44 45 44
 The total numbers of students of CG in pretest are 45, but in posttest, 
there are only 44 students. The students of CG who got “very good” were 
increased from 1 student in pretest to 8 students in posttest in Pronunciation 
(Pron). On Grammatical Accuracy (GA), there was improvement but not significant, from 2 students in pretest to 4 students in posttest. For Vocabulary 
(Voc), there was no improvement. For Fluency (Flue), there was no student got 
“very good” in posttest although there was 1 student previously got “very good” 
in pretest. In Interactive Communication (IC), there was improvement but not significant, from 3 students in pretest to 4 students in posttest.
c. Paired Sample t-test (t Test Statistics of Control Group Pretest and 
Posttest)
Paired sample test
T df
Sig. 
(2-tailed)
Mean
Std. 
Deviation
Std. 
Error 
Mean
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference
Lower Upper
Pair Control 
Pre Test
Control Post 
Test
-2.182 1.756 .265 -2.716 -1.648 -8.24 43 .000
 The table shows that the t = -8.24. H0 is rejected if the –t value < -t table or 
t value > t table. Because t value is 8.24 > t table 2,017, H0 can be rejected, meaning 
that there is any difference between pretest result and posttest result of CG.
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3. Comparison of Experimental Group and Control Group in Mean Plots 
From the result of Pretest and Posttest, a change was appeared 
between means in both groups. The improvement of pretest and 
posttest mean scores in both groups can be seen in the following chart.
4. Normality test between EG and CG
Before analyzing the statistical result, the researcher conducted 
normality test to know whether the data were normal or not to be tested. She 
used Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to show that the sample comes from particular distribution. If the result is not significant (P>0.05), the data have normal distribution. The result of the normality test is presented briefly in the following 
table.
Control 
Pre Test
Control 
Post 
Test
Experiment 
Pre Test
Experiment 
Post Test
N
N o r m a l 
Parameter
Most Extreme
K o m o l g o r o v -
Smirnov Z
Asympt. Sig (2 
tailed)
Mean
Std. 
Deviation
Absolute
Positive
Negative
44
10.80
3.849
.100
.062
-.100
.663
.771
44
12.98
3.023
.203
.153
.203
1.345
.054
39
10.36
3.964
.129
.091
-.129
.803
.540
39
15.08
3.190
.127
.115
-127
.791
.559
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a. Test distribution is Normal 
b. Calculated from data
The result shows that the Komolgorov Smirnov (KS Z) score of EG in 
pretest is 0.803 with Asymp. Sig 0.540 and of CG is 0.663 with Asymp. Sig is 
0.771 while in the Komolgorov Smirnov (KS Z) score of EG in posttest is 0.791 
with Asymp. Sig 0.559 and of CG is 1.345 with Asymp. Sig is 0.054. All is higher 
than 0.05 which indicates that the test distribution is normal (for both pretest 
and posttest).
5. Independent sample t-test
From the result of t-test for each group, it can be seen that both EG and CG have significant difference in pretest and posttest in case ofCG did not 
get any treatment. The numbers of students getting lower score in posttest in 
EG were the same as those in control group. However, the numbers of students 
getting higher score in posttest in EG were bigger than those in control group. 
After knowing the paired sample correlations for each group, the 
researcher conducted independent samples t-test to know whether there is any significant difference between both groups. 
Levene’s 
Test for 
Equality 
o f 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
F Sig. t df
Sig 
( 2 - 
tail-ed)
M e a n 
D i f f -
erence
Std.Error
Difference
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper
Gain Scores 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed
.003 .960 -3.077
-3.067
81
78.57
.003
.003
-2.100
-2.100
.682
.685
-3.457
-3.462
-.742
-.737
The t-test results labeled equal variances which is assumed gives 
the t-value (t =3.077) and the degree of freedom (df = 81). Ha is accepted if –t 
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value< - t table or t value > t table. The t table is at 1.989 (3.077 > 1.989) which indicates that the difference is significant because t-test result is higher than 
t table. Here, the result while in the table the result is presented in the form of 2-tailed significance, the researcher tested by using 1-tailed test because 
most calculators and computers give the exact p-value for 2-tailed tests. The 
researcher used the interpretation of 1-tailed test by using t table.
As the t-test result shows that the difference between the two groups is significance, the null hypothesis Ho is rejected. In other words, the first 
alternative hypothesis Ha is acceptable. This condition, indeed, shows that 
there is a better achievement in speaking in Experimental Group than in Control 
Group. The students’ achievement based on the post-test result is indeed better 
than their scores in pretest which indicates that the treatment has positive effect and it promotes the students’ speaking skill including five categories of pronunciation, grammar accuracy, vocabulary, fluency, and interactive 
communication seen from the score difference.The findings show that You Tube video project provides the students 
with opportunity to practice their speaking performance in the form of role 
play, drama, presentation, and simulation which are recorded in the video. It confirms what Thornburry (2005) and (Harmer, 2011:349) state that those 
forms of speaking performance are able to promote students’ speaking skill 
since drama, role play, and simulation can activate their imagination and drama benefits for their pronunciation and general language use.
CONCLUSION
To improve language skill mastery, the students are demanded to have 
more practice not only in the classroom but also outside of the class. According to the findings and discussion, it is concluded that You Tube video project is 
an alternative way to facilitate the students to be more independent to learn 
language outside the class because the students are provided an opportunity 
to have more practice in speaking, and to have more experience in using 
supporting technology. Thus, they have more chance to improve their language 
skill, especially speaking skill, independently.
Through video project, the students are forced to practice their 
speaking skill independently since they have video concept of role play, 
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drama, simulation, and presentation. They must prepare well and have a good 
preparation for their performance because they must not only record it but 
also share the result of their recording on social media which means that their 
videos will be watched by more viewers.  It supports the students to practice 
their skill more often both in class and outside the class independently.
Based on the statistical result of pretest and posttest of each group, 
there was a positive relation between the use of video project and the 
enhancement of learner’s competence in speaking skill (p=0.003<0.005) in 
Experimental Group. It means that in Experimental Group, the experiment 
treatment on learning exercise in the form of video project gave positive effect 
to promote learner’s competence in the tests than a traditional method that is in class practice. The significant level of increase means of the pretest and the 
posttest in Experimental Group and of increase score of the students getting 
perfect score (very good categories) also shows that the use of video project 
gave positive effect for students’ speaking skill. By the result, it can be concluded 
that video project is effective to promote nursing students’ speaking skill.
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